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ABSTRACT 
 
This study examines the rhetorical practice in both orators, Gregory 
Nazianzean and Julian the Emperor. Its purpose is to describe their style and 
explain the way of their rhetoric choices into a multidisciplinary framework. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
For the stylistic comparison between these two orators this study is 
based on three invective texts
1
. Julian had written a political speech 
against Galileos and then Gregory the Theologian wrote in reply two 
invective speeches
2
. Based on these political speeches, this study aims 
to define their political and rhetorical strategies combining the 
traditional rhetoric practice with text linguistic, computational tools. 
Creating a corpus
3
 we can have the opportunity to examine these 
speeches focusing on the shared, common persuasive strategies used by 
both orators even though they were opponents in the theological and 
political field. For this reason we use a variety of linguistic theories, 
such as Mann & Thompson Rhetorical Structure Theory (1986
.
1988), 
Searle's speech acts categorization (1969
.
1979
.
1994
.
1996a,b), 
Fairclough theories (1992
.
2000), Fairclough and Wodak theories 
(1997), van Dijk framework (1999
.
2001) and computational tools such 
as AntConc
4
. The examined corpus consists of two of Gregory's 
speeches (first invective: 18, 097 words, second invective: 7, 530 
words) and one political speech of Julian (10, 730 words). 
 
2. STYLISTIC CHOICES 
 
                                                     
1
 For the text of these speeches see Bernardi et al. (1978), Migne (1857-1866), Wright 
(1912-1913). 
2
 For more details about the content of these speeches see McGuckin (2001) and 
Athanassiadi (1992). 
3
 For more details about the corpus linguistics see Biber & Reppen (2011). 
4
Antconc is a freeware concordancer software program. 
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Both Julian the emperor and Gregory the theologian resort to certain 
rhetoric
5
 strategies in order to persuade the public. Each one evokes all the 
classical rhetoric Aristotle's concepts of ethos, pathos and logos
6
. 
 
2.1. Questions with answer 
 
(1) Τίο γὰξ νὐθ ἂλ ἢιπηζελ, εἰ κή ηη ἄιιν, ηαῖο ηηκαῖο πνηήζεηλ αὐηὸλ 
἟κεξώηεξνλ; Τίο δὲ νὐθ ἐθ ηῆο πίζηεσο, ἡλ ἐπηζηεύζε θαὶ παξὰ ηὸ εἰθὸο, 
δηθαηόηεξνλ; ὡο ἀκθνῖλ δηθαίᾳ θαὶ βαζηιηθῇ θξίζεη, ηνῦ κὲλ ἐπηηηκεζέληνο, ηνῦ 
δὲ πξνβιεζέληνο· ὁ γὰξ ηὸλ δεύηεξνλ ηηκήζαο, νἷο νὐθ ἄλ ηηο ἢιπηζελ, νὐδὲ 
αὐηὸο ὁ ηπρὼλ ηῆο ηηκῆο, δῆινλ, ὡο νὐδὲ ηὸλ πξόηεξνλ ἄλεπ δηθαίαο ὀξγῆο 
ἐθνιάζαην· θαὶ ηὸ κὲλ, ηῆο ἐθείλνπ πξνπεηείαο ἤλ, ηὸ δὲ ηῆο ηνῦ ηεηηκεθόηνο 
θηιαλζξσπίαο. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 40) 
 
(2) Πνῦ ζὺ ηνῦηνλ ἔρεηο ηὸλ θύθινλ ἐλ ηνῖο ζνῖο καζήκαζη; Πνῦ δὲ ηὸλ 
ἐπὶ Βεζιεὲκ δξακόληα πξόηεξνλ ἐθ ηῆο ἑῴαο ἀζηέξα, ηὸλ ὁδεγὸλ η῵λ ζ῵λ 
Μάγσλ θαὶ πξόμελνλ; Ἔρσ ηη θἀγὼ ιέγεηλ ἐθ η῵λ νὐξαλίσλ· ἐθεῖλνο ηὴλ 
Χξηζηνῦ παξνπζίαλ ἀλεδήισζελ ὁ ἀζηήξ· νὗηνο ηῆο Χξηζηνῦ λίθεο ὁ 
ζηέθαλνο. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second Invective against Julian the Emperor 5)  
 
(3) Νπλὶ δὲ ἐπαλαιεπηένλ ἐζηί κνη πξὸο αὐηνύο· δηὰ ηί γὰξ νὐρὶ 
πεξηηέκλεζζε (Δ); „Παῦινο,‟ θαζίλ, „εἶπε πεξηηνκὴλ θαξδίαο, ἀιι νὐρὶ ηῆο 
ζαξθὸο δεδόζζαη πηζηεύζαληη ηῶ Ἁβξαάκ. 
(Julian Against Galileos 351a) 
 
In the above examples Julian and Gregory use directive speech acts 
through their questions and their answers with representative speech acts they 
give certain details to the public. The reason why orators use this stylistic 
choice is to motivate the public or the ideological opponent making them feel 
that they can participate into the structure of his speech. So, in this way 
question leads to involvement
7
 and answer to promotion of the text producer's 
opinion. This rhetorical strategy reminds us of the Socratic method of 
inducing an agreement by leading the audience to a certain thinking process 
through the answer as a provided solution. 
 
2.2. Repetition 
                                                     
5
 For more details about rhetoric strategies see Borg (2007) and Johnstone (1989).  
6
 See Roberts (1984). 
7
 See Chafe (1982). 
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(4) Ἀθνύζαηε ηαῦηα, πάληα ηὰ ἔζλε, ἐλσηίζαζζε πάληεο νἱ θαηνηθνῦληεο 
ηὴλ νἰθνπκέλελ· θαι῵ γὰξ ἅπαληαο, ὥζπεξ ἐμ ἀπόπηνπ ηηλὸο θαὶ κεζαηηάηεο 
πεξησπῆο, κεγάιῳ θαὶ ὑςειῶ ηῶ θεξύγκαηη· ἀθνύζαηε, ιανὶ, θπιαὶ, γι῵ζζαη, 
πᾶλ γέλνο ἀλζξώπσλ, θαὶ ἟ιηθία πᾶζα, ὅζνη ηε λῦλ ἐζηε, θαὶ ὅζνη γελήζεζζε· 
θαὶ ἵλ᾿ ᾖ κνη κεῖδνλ ηὸ θήξπγκα, πᾶζα δύλακηο η῵λ νὐξαλ῵λ, πάληεο ἄγγεινη, 
νἷο ἔξγνλ ἟ ηνῦ ηπξάλλνπ θαηάιπζηο, νὐ ηὸλ Σεὼλ θαζεινῦζη ηὸλ βαζηιέα η῵λ 
Ἀκνῤῥαίσλ, νὐδὲ ηὸλ Ὢγ βαζηιέα ηῆο Βαζὰλ, κηθξνὺο δπλάζηαο, θαὶ κηθξὸλ 
κέξνο ηῆο νἰθνπκέλεο θαθνῦληαο ηὸλ Ἰζξαήι· ἀιιὰ ηὸλ δξάθνληα, ηὸλ 
ἀπνζηάηελ, ηὸλ λνῦλ ηὸλ κέγαλ, ηὸλ Ἀζζύξηνλ, ηὸλ θνηλὸλ ἁπάλησλ ἐρζξὸλ θαὶ 
πνιέκηνλ, ηὸλ πνιιὰ κὲλ ἐπὶ γῆο καλέληα θαὶ ἀπεηιήζαληα, πνιιὴλ δὲ ἀδηθίαλ 
εἰο ηὸ ὕςνο ιαιήζαληά ηε θαὶ κειεηήζαληα. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 1) 
 
(5) Λόγῳ ηὸ ζθόηνο ἔιπζε, ιόγῳ ηὸ θ῵ο ὑπεζηήζαην, ἣδξαζε γῆλ, 
ἐγύξσζελ νὐξαλὸλ, ἀζηέξαο ἔηαμελ, ἔζπεηξελ ἀέξα, ζάιαζζαλ ὥξηζε, 
πνηακνὺο εἵιθπζε, δ῵α ἐςύρσζελ, ἄλζξσπνλ πξὸο ἑαπηὸλ ἐκόξθσζε, 
θόζκνλ ηνῖο ἅπαζη πεξηέζεθε· ιόγῳ θαὶ ηὴλ λῦλ ζθνηόκελαλ ιύζαο, εἰο θ῵ο 
ἅπαληα θαὶ ηάμηλ θαὶ ἁξκνλίαλ ηὴλ αὐηὴλ ἐπαλήγαγελ. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second  Invective against Julian the Emperor 31)  
 
(6) Ἰᾶηαη Ἀζθιεπηὸο ἟κ῵λ ηὰ ζώκαηα, παηδεύνπζηλ ἟κ῵λ αἱ Μνῦζαη 
ζὺλ Ἀζθιεπηῶ θαὶ Ἀπόιισλη θαὶ ἗ξκῇ ινγίῳ ηὰο ςπράο, Ἄξεο δὲ θαὶ 
἖λπὼ ηὰ πξὸο ηὸλ πόιεκνλ ζπλαγσλίδεηαη, ηὰ δὲ εἰο ηέρλαο Ἥθαηζηνο 
ἀπνθιεξνῖ θαὶ δηαλέκεη, ηαῦηα δὲ πάληα Ἀζελᾶ κεηὰ ηνῦ Δηὸο παξζέλνο 
ἀκήησξ πξπηαλεύεη. ζθνπεῖηε νὖλ, εἰ κὴ θαζ ἕθαζηνλ ηνύησλ ὑκ῵λ 
ἐζκελ θξείηηνπο, ιέγσ δὲ ηὰ πεξὶ ηὰο ηέρλαο θαὶ ζνθίαλ θαὶ ζύλεζηλ· εἴηε 
γὰξ ηὰο πξὸο ηὴλ ρξείαλ ζθνπήζεηαο, εἴηε ηὰο ηνῦ θαινῦ ράξηλ 
κηκεηηθάο, νἷνλ ἀγαικαηνπνηεηηθήλ, γξαθηθήλ, ἠ νἰθνλνκηθήλ, ἰαηξηθὴλ 
ηὴλ ἐμ Ἀζθιεπηνῦ, νὗ παληαρνῦ γῆο ἐζηη ρξεζηήξηα, ἃ δίδσζηλ ἟κῖλ ὁ 
ζεὸο κεηαιαγράλεηλ δηελεθ῵ο.   
(Julian against Galileos 235a-c) 
 
The repetition of the above underlined lexical elements has as a main goal 
to give emphasis and promote the orator's opinion about an issue. In example 
(4) through the repetition of the lexical element (ἀθνύζαηε) Gregory tries to 
motivate the audience's thought and ensures the conditional equality
8
 between 
text producer and public making them feel that they can participate in the text 
production. In examples (5) and (6) the repetition promotes and gives 
emphasis to the orator's thought. 
                                                     
8
 See Sornig (1989). 
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2.3. Appeal to authority 
 
Both speakers incorporate in their texts intertextualistic
9
 sources in order 
to strengthen their argumentation. Alexandropoulos (2012) supports that 
Julian in Against Galileos uses the intertextualistic sources with certain 
functions, such as evidence, contrast and background. In the next lines some 
examples of intertextuality enables us to understand the way of their functions 
in both orators. 
 
(7) Ταῦηα εἰδὼο θαὶ ὁ ζεῖνο Δαβὶδ, ἕλ ηη η῵λ ἀγαζ῵λ θαὶ ηὸ ζπλεζηάιζαη 
ηίζεηαη· θαὶ ράξηλ ὁκνινγεῖ ηῶ ζπζηείιαληη, ὡο ηνῦ ηὰ δηθαηώκαηα καζεῖλ 
ἐληεῦζελ πξνζγηλνκέλνπ· θαὶ, "Πξὸ ηνῦ κε ηαπεηλσζῆλαη'', θεζὶλ, ''ἐγὼ 
ἐπιεκκέιεζα· δηὰ ηνῦην ηὸ ιόγηόλ ζνπ ἐθύιαμα"10· κέζελ πιεκκειείαο ηε θαὶ 
δηνξζώζεσο ηηζεὶο ηὴλ ηαπείλσζηλ, ὡο ἐθ κὲλ ηαύηεο γελλσκέλελ, ηὴλ δὲ 
γελλήζαζαλ· ἁκαξηία κὲλ γὰξ ηαπεηλώζεσο κήηεξ, ἐπηζηξνθῆο δὲ ηαπείλσζηο.  
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 32) 
 
(8) Ταῦηα κὲλ ἐθ η῵λ νὐξαλίσλ θαὶ η῵λ ἄλσ ζπκπαζρόλησλ ηνῖο 
἟κεηέξνηο, θαηὰ ηὴλ κεγάιελ ηνῦ παληὸο ἁξκνλίαλ ηε θαὶ νἰθείσζηλ· ηὰ δὲ ἑμῆο 
ὁ ςαικὸο ζπκπιεξνύησ κνη· ὅηη ''Καὶ πόιεηο θαζεῖιεο'' (ὡο ηὰο παιαηὰο 
ἐθείλαο ἐπὶ ηνῖο αὐηνῖο ἀζεβήκαζηλ), ἐλ αὐηαῖο ηαῖο θαζ᾿ ἟κ῵λ παξαλνκίαηο, 
ηὰο κὲλ πειάγεζηλ ἐπηθιπζζείζαο, ηὰο δὲ ζεηζκῶ θαηελερζείζαο, ὡο κηθξνῦ θαὶ 
ηὸ ιεηπόκελνλ ἔρεηλ εἰπεῖλ, ὅηη ''Ἀπώιεην ηὸ κλεκόζπλνλ αὐη῵λ κεη᾿ ἢρνπ''11 
θαὶ πεξηβνήηνπ ηῆο ἀπσιείαο· ηνζαύηε γὰξ αὐη῵λ ἟ πη῵ζηο, θαὶ ηνηνῦην ηὸ 
ζύληξηκκα, θαὶ η῵λ ἐθ γεηηόλσλ, θαὶ κάιηζηα ηῇ ἀζεβείᾳ πεξηραηξόλησλ, ὡο 
πνιινῦ ρξόλνπ δεῖλ αὐηαῖο, εἴ ηηο ἄξα θαὶ ηνικήζεηε ηνῦην πξὸο ἐπαλόξζσζηλ. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second  Invective against Julian the Emperor 6)  
 
In examples (7) and (8) Gregory Nazianzean incorporates into his 
speech the intertextualistic source so as to prove and support his 
thought. In this way the orator promotes himself as an honest and 
reliable personality.  
 
(9) Ὁ κὲλ γὰξ Μσπζῆο αἰηίαλ ἀπνδέδσθε θνκηδῇ κπζώδε ηῆο πεξὶ ηὰο 
δηαιέθηνπο ἀλνκνηόηεηνο. ἔθε γὰξ ηνὺο πἱνὺο η῵λ ἀλζξώπσλ ζπλειζόληαο 
πόιηλ ἐζέιεηλ νἰθνδνκεῖλ θαὶ πύξγνλ ἐλ αὐηῇ κέγαλ, θάλαη δὲ ηὸλ ζεόλ, ὅηη 
ρξὴ θαηειζεῖλ θαὶ ηὰο δηαιέθηνπο αὐη῵λ ζπγρέαη. θαὶ ὅπσο κή ηίο κε λνκίζῃ 
                                                     
9
 For more information about intertextuality see de Beaugrande & Dressler (1981), 
Bakhtin (1981· 1986·1993), Kristeva (1980), Riffaterre (1978·1983·1990). 
10
 Psalms 118, 71. 
11
 Psalms 9,7. 
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ηαῦηα ζπθνθαληεῖλ, θαὶ ἐθ η῵λ Μσπζέσο ἀλαγλσζόκεζα ηὰ ἐθεμῆο. „Καὶ 
εἶπνλ· δεῦηε, νἰθνδνκήζσκελ ἑαπηνῖο πόιηλ θαὶ πύξγνλ, νὗ ἔζηαη ἟ θεθαιὴ 
ἕσο ηνῦ νὐξαλνῦ, θαὶ πνηήζσκελ ἑαπηνῖο ὄλνκα πξὸ ηνῦ δηαζπαξῆλαη ἐπὶ 
πξνζώπνπ πάζεο ηῆο γῆο. θαὶ θαηέβε θύξηνο ἰδεῖλ ηὴλ πόιηλ θαὶ ηὸλ πύξγνλ, 
ὃλ ᾠθνδόκεζαλ νἱ πἱνὶ η῵λ ἀλζξώπσλ. θαὶ εἶπε θύξηνο· ἰδνύ, γέλνο ἓλ θαὶ ‟ 
„ρεῖινο ἓλ πάλησλ, θαὶ ηνῦην ἢξμαλην πνηῆζαη θαὶ λῦλ νὐθ ἐθιείςεη ἀπ 
αὐη῵λ πάληα, ὅζα ἂλ ἐπίζσληαη πνηεῖλ. δεῦηε, θαηαβάληεο ἐθεῖ ζπγρέσκελ 
αὐη῵λ ηὴλ γι῵ζζαλ, ἵλα κὴ ἀθνύσζηλ ἕθαζηνο ηῆο θσλῆο ηνῦ πιεζίνλ. θαὶ 
δηέζπεηξελ αὐηνὺο θύξηνο ὁ ζεὸο ἐπὶ πξόζσπνλ πάζεο ηῆο γῆο θαὶ ἐπαύζαλην 
νἰθνδνκνῦληεο ηὴλ πόιηλ θαὶ ηὸλ πύξγνλ.12‟ εἶηα ηνύηνηο ἀμηνῦηε πηζηεύεηλ  
἟κᾶο, ἀπηζηεῖηε δὲ ὑκεῖο ηνῖο ὑθ Ὁκήξνπ ιεγνκέλνηο ὑπὲξ η῵λ Ἀισαδ῵λ, ὡο 
ἄξα ηξία ἐπ ἀιιήινηο ὄξε ζεῖλαη δηελννῦλην, „ἵλ νὐξαλὸο ἀκβαηὸο εἴε.‟ 
(Julian against Galileos 134d-135b) 
 
The paraphrase (Ὁ κὲλ γὰξ Μσπζῆο...αὐη῵λ ζπγρέαη) is located before the 
quoting (‘Καὶ εἶπνλ...θαὶ ηὸλ πύξγνλ’). The paraphrase operates as a 
background of Julian's opinion that is next revealed with direct
13
 speech so as 
to support and enliven Julian's speech.  
In general, it could be said that both orators use the intertextualistic 
sources as a means to legitimize their thoughts and promote themselves. 
Intertextuality gives the opportunity to the orator to get involved in the speech 
act and simultaneously to be detached from the context, as the intertextualistic 
source is more emphasized.  Both orators have the ability to support 
themselves and have a favourable effect on the public about what they say by 
mixing voices and genres. 
 
2.4. Εvaluative vocatives 
(10) Πόζελ νὖλ ἐπῆιζέ ζνη ηνῦην, ὦ θνπθόηαηε πάλησλ θαὶ ἀπιεζηόηαηε, 
ηὸ ιόγσλ ἀπνζηεξῆζαη Χξηζηηαλνύο; 
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 101) 
 
(11) Τνῦηό ηνη ἀληὶ πνδὸο μεηλήηνλ, ὦ ιῶζηε θαὶ ζπλεηώηαηε, ἵλα ζε 
πξνζείπσ ηνῖο ζνῖο· ηαῦηα νἱ η῵λ ιόγσλ ἀπνθιεηζζέληεο ἟κεῖο, θαηὰ ηὴλ 
κεγάιελ θαὶ ζαπκαζηήλ ζνπ λνκνζεζίαλ. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second Invective against Julian the Emperor 39)  
 
                                                     
12
 Genesis 11. 4 – 8. 
13
 For more functions about the use of direct speech see Mayes (1990), Holt 
(1996
.
2000). 
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(12) ἐθ κὲλ γὰξ ἐθείλεο, θαζὰ θαὶ ὁ Παῦινο ιέγεη, βιάπηεηαη κὲλ νὐδὲλ ὁ 
πξνζθεξόκελνο, ἟ δὲ ζπλείδεζηο ηνῦ βιέπνληνο ἀδειθνῦ ζθαλδαιηζζείε ἂλ 
θαζ ὑκᾶο, ὦ ζνθώηαηνη θαὶ ὑπεξήθαλνη. 
(Julian against Galileos 229cd) 
 
In general the audience is forced to take part in the text production 
through vocatives. Besides this, in the above examples the superlative 
degree adjectives give an evaluative character to these vocatives, as 
they evaluate the political opponent with a dose of irony. 
 
2.5. Use of the personal Pronoun 
 
It is noted that both orators use the personal pronoun ἐγὼ before different 
verbs in order to state their opinion and express their intention. In Gregory's 
first speech the personal pronoun ἐγὼ is followed by these verbs δηαιέμνκαη 
for commissive speech act and νἶδα for representative speech acts. In 
Gregory's second speech the personal pronoun is combined with these verbs: 
ἐμεγήζνκαη, θαηαιύζσ, νἶδα either in commissive speech acts or in 
representative as a means for the producer of the text to express his opinion. 
In his speech Against Galileos Julian combines with the below verbs: 
λελόκηθα, καθξνινγ῵, ἐληέιινκαη, θαίελ ἄλ, ὑπεξαζπίδσ ζνπ, παξαδώζσ (16 
N of occurences), which are included either in representative or commissive 
speech acts. In addition, it is also worth mentioning that both orators use 
mostly verbs, such as νἶδα, νἶκαη with or without subject, since it is 
incorporated in the suffix in Greek. These verbs give them the opportunity to 
express his ideas, opinion and the knowledge they have about an issue 
because of their character.  
 
Table 1. Frequency of private verbs οἶμαι and οἶδα 
 
Private 
Verbs 
Gregory First Speech Gregory Second 
Speech 
Julian Against 
Galileos 
οἶμαι R
14
 284, F
15
 6 R 448, F 2 R 127 F 11 
οἶδα R 169, F 10 R 259, F 6 R 440 F 3 
 
Based on the above table we understand that Gregory prefers to use more 
than Julian the verb νἶδα (16 times in total). It must be said that this verb is 
mostly (14 times from 16) in negative form (oὐθ νἶδα) and is accompanied by 
a clause. Through the negative forms the text producer expresses his opinion 
for the content of this clause and reveals his doubt about the truth of this 
                                                     
14
 R means Rank. 
15
 F means Frequency. 
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clause. In two other cases, this verb is accompanied by adverbs such as εὖ, as 
an indicator for displaying text's producer deep knowledge of what he says. 
Instead of Gregory, Julian through νἶκαη promotes himself as a modest 
personality. In most cases the verb νἶκαη is used by both orators in a 
parenthetical way, as an attempt to express their opinion kindly and modestly.  
Μoreover, it is necessary to define the usage of the personal pronouns by 
both orators.  For this reason the following table (3) lists the uses of the first 
and second personal pronouns by both orators. 
 
Table 3. Personal pronouns usage 
 
Pronouns Gregory First 
Speech 
Gregory 
Second 
Speech 
Total Amount 
in Gregory's 
Speeches 
Julian Against 
Galileos 
1st person sg 
reference 
ἐγὼ 
 
 
6 
 
 
6 
 
 
12 
 
 
6 
ἐμοῦ, μοῦ 0 0 0 0 
ἐμοί (ἔμοιγε), μοι 2 3 5 2 
ἐμέ,  με 19 0 19 0 
Total amount 27 9 36 8 
1st person pl 
reference  
἟μεῖς 
 
 
12 
 
 
9 
 
 
21 
 
 
12 
἟μ῵ν 25 16 41 25 
἟μῖν 33 9 42 33 
἟μᾶς 35 11 46 35 
Total amount 105 45 150 105 
2nd person sg 
reference 
 ζὺ 
 
 
2 
 
 
5 
 
 
7 
 
 
14 
ζοῦ, ζοσ 7 3 10 2 
ζοί, ζοι 15 7 22 15 
ζε, ζε 4 0 4 0 
Total amount 28 15 43 31 
2nd person pl 
reference 
ὑμεῖς 
 
 
1 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
1 
ὑμ῵ν 6 1 7 6 
ὑμῖν  12 1 13 12 
ὑμᾶς 3 1 4 13 
Total amount  22 4 26 32 
Total of all 1st 
and 2nd 
personal 
pronoun 
182 73 255 176 
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Based on the above table it is seen that Gregory generally uses more 
frequently the 1st and 2nd personal pronouns than Julian does. It is worth 
mentioning that the first personal pronoun (ἐγὼ) in singular is used with the 
same frequency (6 times) by both speakers in each of their speeches. The 
same thing happens with these types: ζνί, ζνη, ἟κεῖο, ἟κ῵λ, ἟κῖλ, ἟κᾶο, ὑκ῵λ, 
ὑκῖλ between Gregory's first speech and Julian's. In this way we could say that 
both orators, even though they differ in their political and theological 
orientation, they try through their speeches either to involve into the content 
of their text not only themselves but also the audience, or to be detached from 
the audience so as to express their ideas and thoughts. Last but not least, it is 
noted that Gregory in his second speech reduces the use of the personal 
pronouns in all cases except for the nominative of the first personal pronoun 
(ἐγὼ) as a strategy of his communicative goal. 
 
2.6. Impersonal syntax 
 
(13)  Καὶ ηνῦην δῆινλ ἐμ ὧλ βξαρὺ κὲλ παξ᾿ αὐηῶ ηὸ ηῆο πεηζνῦο, πιεῖνλ 
δὲ ηὸ ηῆο βίαο εὐζὺο ἑπόκελνλ ἤλ· ἵλ᾿, ὥζπεξ ἐλ ηαῖο ζήξαηο, ἠ ηαῖο πάγαηο 
ἁι῵κελ, ἠ ηνῖο δηώγκαζη, θαὶ εἷο γε ηξόπνο πάλησο ἟κᾶο ρεηξώζεηαη. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 63) 
 
(14) Ἄμηνλ δὲ κεδὲ ηνῦην παξαδξακεῖλ ηνῦ ἀλδξὸο, κεγίζηελ ηῆο ἐθείλνπ 
θαθνδαηκνλίαο ἐπὶ πνιινῖο ἔρνλ ἀπόδεημηλ. 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second Invective against Julian the Emperor 14) 
 
(15) Μηθξὸλ δὲ ἀλαιαβεῖλ ἄμηνλ, ὅζελ ἟κῖλ ἣθεη θαὶ ὅπσο ἔλλνηα ζενῦ ηὸ 
πξ῵ηνλ, εἶηα παξαζεῖλαη ηὰ παξὰ ηνῖο Ἕιιεζη θαὶ παξὰ ηνῖο ἗βξαίνηο ὑπὲξ  
ηνῦ ζείνπ ιεγόκελα, θαὶ κεηὰ ηνῦην ἐπαλεξέζζαη ηνὺο νὔηε Ἕιιελαο νὔηε 
Ἰνπδαίνπο, ἀιιὰ ηῆο Γαιηιαίσλ ὄληαο αἱξέζεσο, ἀλζ ὅηνπ πξὸ η῵λ ἟κεηέξσλ 
εἵινλην ηὰ παῤ ἐθείλνηο,[…] θαῦινλ δὲ θαὶ ἐπηζεζπξκέλνλ βίνλ ἐθ ηῆο παῤ 
἟κῖλ ῥᾳζπκίαο θαὶ ρπδαηόηεηνο, ηνῦην ηὴλ ἀξίζηελ ζενζέβεηαλ ἞ζέιεζαλ 
ὀλνκάδεζζαη. 
(Julian against Galileos 42e-43b) 
 
In all the above examples both orators use impersonal syntax either with 
representative speech acts, so as to legitimize and give emphasis on their 
thought, or directive speech acts (κηθξὸλ δὲ ἀλαιαβεῖλ ἄμηνλ) that give a more 
evaluative character to the message because of their deontic modality. 
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2.7. Contrast and antithesis
16
 
(16) Ταῦηα νὐ ζέβεηο (S), ἀιι᾿ ἀηηκάδεηο (N)… 
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 70) 
 
(17) Γει῵ ζνπ ηὸλ Πᾶλα, θαὶ ηὸλ Πξίαπνλ, θαὶ ηὸλ ἗ξκαθξόδηηνλ, θαὶ 
ηνὺο ὑπὸ καλίαο πεξηθεθνκκέλνπο ἠ δηεζπαζκέλνπο ζενύο (S). Ἀιιὰ ηαῦηα κὲλ 
ηῇ ζθελῇ παξήζσ, θαὶ ηνῖο θνζκνῦζηλ αὐηνὺο πνηεηαῖο· ἐγὼ δὲ εἰο παξαίλεζίλ 
ηηλα θαηαιύζσ ηὸλ ιόγνλ (N). 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second Invective against Julian the Emperor 32) 
 
(18) Ὅηη δὲ νὐρ ἗βξαίσλ κόλνλ ἐκέιεζε ηῶ ζεῶ, πάλησλ δὲ ἐζλ῵λ 
θεδόκελνο ἔδσθελ ἐθείλνηο κὲλ νὐδὲλ ζπνπδαῖνλ ἠ κέγα (N), ἟κῖλ δὲ καθξῶ 
θξείηηνλα θαὶ δηαθέξνληα, ζθνπεῖηε ινηπὸλ ηὸ ἐληεῦζελ (N). 
(Julian against Galileos 176ab) 
 
Ιn the above examples both orators try to persuade through the rhetorical 
relation of contrast and antithesis. In example (16) the antithesis is ensured 
through the syntactic schema νὐ… ἀιι᾿; the main message of this structure is 
revealed in the nucleus of this sentence (ἀιι᾿ ἀηηκάδεηο), as Julian is 
disapproved of his impiety. The disapproval operates as a means for Gregory's 
praise. In the same way example (17) contributes to the text's producer's goal 
as he states that he will give an encouraging character to his speech and will 
stop any kind of disapproval and ridicule.  
In example (18) the metalinguistic expression ζθνπεῖηε ινηπὸλ ηὸ ἐληεῦζελ 
gives the opportunity to Julian to invoke the audience attention as a directive 
speech act.  Besides this, the antithetical conjunction (νὐρ κόλνλ-δὲ)  and the 
antithetic pair (ἐθείλνηο κὲλ-἟κῖλ δὲ) contribute to the contradiction of two 
theological systems. The orator leads the public to make this certain 
comparison through the relation of contrast, as he wants to give emphasis on 
the negative characteristics of the empire with reference the theological 
system that must change. If these characteristics change, then his political 
goal for improvement and elaboration will be achieved. To sum up, in all the 
examples the rhetorical relations of antithesis and contrast promote the text 
producer and enable him to have a favourable effect on the public. 
 
2.8. Lexical similarities  
 
For the purposes of this analysis at this point follows table 2 with the most 
frequently used words in order to draw some conclusions about the 
vocabulary used by orators examined. 
                                                     
16
 For more information about coherence see de Beaugrande & Dressler (1981), Mann 
& Thompson (1986∙ 1988), Hoey (1993) and Winter (1977). 
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Table 2. The most frequent content words in both orators 
 
Gregory Nazianzean 
Word Frequency 
Julian 
Word Frequency 
Λόγος             85 Θεός                213 
Θεός               65 Μφσζῆς           50 
ἀζέβεια           38 ἄνθρφπος       48 
Χριζηιανός      38 Λόγος              34 
εὐζέβεια         23 Κύριος             18 
Χριζηός          16 Ψστή               15 
υστή              15 Ἰοσδαίοι         12 
βαζιλεύς        14 οἶμαι               11 
ἀλήθεια          13 μᾶλλον          12 
βαζιλεία         13 Χριζηός          8 
Even though they are two personalities with different political and 
theological thoughts and beliefs they use a basic, core vocabulary that 
gives them the opportunity to express their ideas about their theological 
system. It seems that these words have a moral content and reflect the 
importance of certain concepts for the policies of these two orators. 
These words also reflect the theological system of that period which 
was based on piety before the Gods. 
 
2.9. Appeal to logic 
 
(19) Τνῦ δὲ ἟ πνλεξία ηνῖο ινγηζκνῖο ἐπεζθόηηζε (S)· θαὶ δηὰ ηνῦην 
κηθξνῖο ηε ὁκνίσο θαὶ κείδνζη πιέθεη ηὸλ δησγκόλ (N). 
(Gregory Nazianzean's First Invective against Julian the Emperor 75) 
 
(20) Ἄμηνλ δὲ κεδὲ ηνῦην παξαδξακεῖλ ηνῦ ἀλδξὸο, κεγίζηελ ηῆο ἐθείλνπ 
θαθνδαηκνλίαο ἐπὶ πνιινῖο ἔρνλ ἀπόδεημηλ (N). Ἔθεηην κὲλ ἐπὶ ηῇ ὄρζῃ ηνῦ 
πνηακνῦ, θαὶ πνλεξ῵ο εἶρε ηνῦ ηξαύκαηνο· πνιινὺο δὲ εἰδὼο η῵λ πξὸ αὐηνῦ 
δόμεο ἞μησκέλσλ, ὡο ἂλ ὑπὲξ ἄλζξσπνλ λνκηζζεῖελ, ηέρλαηο ηηζὶλ ἐμ 
ἀλζξώπσλ ἀθαληζζέληαο, θαὶ δηὰ ηνῦην ζενὺο λνκηζζέληαο ἔξσηη ηῆο αὐηῆο 
δόμεο ἑαισθὼο, θαὶ ἅκα ηῶ ηξόπῳ ηῆο ηειεπηῆο δηὰ ηὸ ηῆο ἀβνπιίαο ἄδνμνλ 
αἰζρπλόκελνο, ηί κεραλᾶηαη, θαὶ ηί πνηεῖ; νὐδὲ γὰξ ηῶ βίῳ ζπλαλαιίζθεηαη 
πνλεξία· ῥίςαη θαηὰ ηνῦ πνηακνῦ πεηξᾶηαη ηὸ ζ῵κα, θαὶ πξὸο ηνῦην ἐρξῆηό 
ηηζη η῵λ πηζη῵λ ἑαπηνῦ ζπλεξγνῖο θαὶ κύζηαηο η῵λ ἀπνῤῥήησλ. Καὶ εἰ κὴ 
η῵λ βαζηιηθ῵λ εὐλνύρσλ ηηο, ηὸ πξᾶγκα αἰζζόκελνο, θαὶ ηνῖο ἄιινηο 
θαηακελύζαο, κίζεη ηνῦ θαθνπξγήκαηνο ηὴλ ὁξκὴλ δηεθώιπζε, θἂλ ἐθάλε ηηο 
ἄιινο ηνῖο ἀλνήηνηο ζεὸο λένο ἐμ ἀηπρήκαηνο. Ἀιι᾿ ἐθεῖλνο νὕησ κὲλ 
βαζηιεύζαο, νὕησ δὲ ζηξαηεγήζαο, νὕησ θαὶ θαηαιύεη ηὸλ βίνλ (S). 
(Gregory Nazianzean's Second Invective against Julian the Emperor 14) 
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(21) Και῵ο ἔρεηλ ἔκνηγε θαίλεηαη ηὰο αἰηίαο ἐθζέζζαη πᾶζηλ ἀλζξώπνηο, 
ὑθ ὧλ ἐπείζζελ ὅηη η῵λ Γαιηιαίσλ ἟ ζθεπσξία πιάζκα ἐζηὶλ ἀλζξώπσλ ὑπὸ 
θαθνπξγίαο ζπληεζέλ (N). ἔρνπζα κὲλ νὐδὲλ ζεῖνλ, ἀπνρξεζακέλε δὲ ηῶ 
θηινκύζῳ θαὶ παηδαξηώδεη θαὶ ἀλνήηῳ ηῆο ςπρῆο κνξίῳ, ηὴλ ηεξαηνινγίαλ 
εἰο πίζηηλ ἢγαγελ ἀιεζείαο (S).  
(Julian against Galileos 39ab) 
 
Both orators resort to argumentative rhetorical relations as part of a 
logical organization pattern. In example (19) through the rhetorical relation of 
cause Gregory tries to explain the Julian's behavior against Christians. In 
example (20) through the rhetorical relation of evidence he tries to prove 
Julian's misfortune. Through the relation of evidence in example (21) Julian 
tries to prove that Christianism uses myths as a means in order to deceive 
people. To crown it all, both orators try through the argumentative relations 
(cause, evidence) and their text organization to persuade and explain to the 
public everything they talk about. 
 
3. CONCLUSION 
 
Τhrough the above multidisciplinary analysis it is fully understood that 
Julian and Gregory Nazianzean use some rhetorical strategies that promote 
their rhetorical and communicative goals. Most of the certain ideological 
strategies are used in the same way aiming at catching the attention and 
maintaining the interest of their audience. This does not mean that both 
orators do not have their personal style, but it means that their ideological and 
political goal leads them to prefer certain strategies so as to have a favourable 
effect on public. In this way, no one can deny that orators relπ on political 
holistic characteristics and systematic rhetorical mechanisms in order to 
persuade.  
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